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REMARKS 

Claims 1 through 15 are pending in the present application. Claims 13 through 15 have 
been withdrawn from examination. Claims 1 through 12 are the current subject of examination 
and were previously amended. Claims 1, 4 and 5 stand rejected imder 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by US Patent 259724 issued to Sims. Claims 2, 6 through 10 and 12 stand rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sims. Claims 3 and 1 1 stand rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sims and further in view of Gatzke and Hoffman. 
Claims 1 through 12, which are the subject of the examination, include independent claims 1, 5, 
7 and 9. Each of these independent claims stand rejected based on the Sims reference. 
Independent claims 1 and 5 stand rejected imder 35 U.S.C. 102 based on Sims and independent 
claims 7 and 9 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 based solely on Sims. The applicant argues 
herein that Sims does not anticipate, teach or suggest all the claims limitations recited in 
independent claims 1, 5, 7 or 9. Specifically, Sims does not anticipate, teach or suggest the 
paint, wash and wipe method nor the mask and spray method. Therefore, the applicant requests 
that the remarks and arguments contained herein be entered and that the claims be allowed to 
proceed to issuance based on the arguments and remarks contained herein. 

The examiner primarily relies on the Sims reference as a basis for the rejection of each of 
the independent claims. However, the Sims reference does not anticipate, teach or suggest all of 
the limitations recited in those respective independent claims. Specifically, Sims teaches the 
forming of clay ware by use of a mold as described in lines 15-20 of the reference. The mold 
example shown in the reference is that for an ornamental vase having ornamental work D and D' 
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as identified in Figure 1 . The ornamental work D and is described as being intaglio in the 
mold. Therefore, the ornamental work D and D' that ultimately appears on the surface of the 
vase is created by an intaglio design or design carved into or beneath the interior surface of the 
mold cavity that forms the vase. This intaglio recesses in the mold creates a cameo 
ornamentation on the clay ware as described in lines 19 through 25. When the clay ware is 
formed, decorations in medallion or raised areas in color are formed on the surface of the vase as 
described at lines 23-31 . Therefore, the recess in the mold or the intaglio is what creates the 
cameo or the raised ornamentation on the surface of the vase. It is this cameo or raised surface 
that has the coloring and it is the background of the vase that maintains the clay appearance as 
described at line 25 through 35. The desired color or stain as taught by Sims is applied to the 
intaglio recessed areas of the mold as described at lines 30 through 55. Therefore, Sims teaches 
applying colors or stain to the mold recesses as opposed to applying a paint wash to the ware or 
the object being molded. The present invention to the contrary teaches applying a paint wash to 
the surface area of the object having been molded and then wiping the wash away allowing the 
paint wash to remain in the recessed areas of the object. To the contrary, Sims teaches applying 
color or stain to the recesses of the mold rather than the object, and further, when the mold 
makes contact with the liquid clay, the paint is applied only to the cameo or the raised medallion 
areas of the object being molded. Sims never teaches wiping the object being molded to remove 
paint or stain from the surface. In fact, wiping the surface of the object (in this case the vase) 
would be in direct contradiction to the method taught by Sims because it could only have the 
effect of removing stain from the cameo, which defeats the purpose of Sims. Further, wiping the 
vase will not leave color in the recessed areas of the vase because color was never applied to the 



STLDOl-1292015-1 



8 



Application of: Edward A. Frank, et al. 
Serial No.: 10/686,281 
Amendment B 

recesses. The wiping action that the Examiner refers to at lines 50 through 60 refers to wiping or 
cleaning up of the mold prior to applying the liquid clay material inside the mold. 

Therefore, based on the above, Sims does not anticipate independent claims lor 5, which 
recites applying a paint wash to an area of a model having recessed lines and wiping away the 
paint wash leaving the paint wash in the recessed lines. Again, Sims never teaches applying any 
color or paint wash or stain to the surface of the object being molded after it has been molded 
and further Sims does not anticipate, teach or suggest wiping the object being molded. 

The Examiner solely relies on Sims as a basis for a 103 rejection of Claims 7 and 9 
indicating that it is well known in the art to utilize mold manufacturer formation and the masking 
method. However, the Examiner does not cite any references supportive of that assertion. The 
Examiner is respectfully requested to provide such examples supportive of the rejection. 
Further, with regard to independent claim 9 as argued above, the steps of applying the paint wash 
to the area of the molded model and wiping away the paint wash is not anticipated, taught or 
suggested by Sims. With regard to independent claim 7, the applicant respectfully disagrees with 
the Examiner's assertion regarding the masking step. The applicant asserts that if masking and 
spraying occurs for such models, that the spraying does not occur in a recessed design. To the 
contrary, if the masking occurs for a model, it is merely a spraying on an outer even surface and 
not a recessed area. 

Based on the above remarks, the Applicant asserts that claims 1-12 are in condition for 
allowance as previously amended, and requests that claims 1-12 be allowed to proceed to 
issuance. If any issue regarding the allowability of any of the pending claims in the present 
application could be readily resolved, or if other action could be taken to further advance this 
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application such as an Examiner's amendment, or if the Examiner should have any questions 
regarding the present amendment, it is respectfully requested that the Examiner please telephone 
Applicant's undersigned attorney in this regard. 



Date: 



Respectfully submitted, 




Majk E. Stallion- 
R^. No. 46,132 
Bfeckwell Sanders Peper Martin LLP 
720 Olive Street, Suite 2400 
St. Louis, MO 63101 
314-345-6000 

ATTORNEYS FOR APPLICANT 
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